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May 20, 2005

-

National Organic Standards Board
¢/o Arthur Neal

Room 4008 - South Building

1460 and Independence Avenue SW

Washington, DC 20250-0G001
Dear Mr. Neal;
Enclosed with this letter is the comment by Aurora Organic Dairy to the NOSBE

“Guidance for Interpretation of section 205 239%a)2) of the National Urganic Program,”
published for public comment on March 22,

Many thanks to vou, the NOSB, its livestock commitiee and the folks at NOP for yvour
diligent work on the pasture topic and other current NOSB topics.

I ook forward to seeing vou at the August 2005 NOSB meeting,

Sincerely,

Clark Drifimier
Senior VP — Marketing
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Awvora Organic Dairy Written Comments to NOSB
NOSE Proposed Goidanee Statement — Pasture Reguirements
May 20, 2605

Ayrora Orgamic Dairy, Boulder Colorado, (*AOD™} respectfully submits the following comments 1o the
NOSB Proposed Guidance Statement on Pasture Requirements posted on the NOP website on March 22,
2065

In this document, the original NOSB text has been placed in Arigl font, Halics, bold fext AQD
comments are in regular toxt with Times New Roman font.

AOD Introductory Statoment,

There are three fandamental and mportant principles in the discussion of the National Organic Program
vis-g-vis organic dairy farming and pasture. These principles are:

1. Maintaining OUptimum Animal Heaith;

2. Creating NOP rules and guidance statements that both uphold the NOP and are workable for the
majorigy of U5 orgamic daiey farmers;

3, Promoting the development of organic dairy systems across all U.S. climaies and geographic

Regarding the first principle, mainiaining animal health, overvone in organic darry agrees that amimal
heatth must be paramount in all issues related to NOP and its implementation,  Where there is not
agreement {af least o date) is when determining the specific animal health effects of specific
requirements, reconvmendations and guidance. I all comments to the current guidance statement as well
as other discussions of organic dalry. we will always place animal health and s maintenance at the head
of the topic 8t band.

Regarding the second principle, croating workable NOP miles and pguidanve, the key issue i 10 oreate

rules and guidance that are the most workable across the widest range of climate and geography so that
{rsgﬁnm dairy can grow and prosper throughont the United Sees. Thos sentimend is aptly desoribed 1n @
recent poblic letter by D, Hubert Karroman, large animal veterinarign, NOSE member and Livesiock
Commitice member:

“Fvery locale Bos green grass af some point oy evidenced by the reglondd londscape- even Junean,
Alaska and Tempe, Arizonn. Al that time the cows should be out on the gross, in my opinion. Simply
werking on #, eating from §f, being in the sunshine, hping upon i B is what defines rumingis in the
pivdegenetic tree, Who knows bow much they are aotually inpesting ond melabolizing, 1 om just under the
Jirm comviction thal the ovganic consumers’ perception (ond underlving assumption) is that orgonic cows
are out on grass wher 3 iy green and the sun iy shining, Nofve on thelr part, savbe, Nodve onomy port, [
don’t think so, having grown up among ihe orgoric consumers in those suburbs where Yolol™® of the milk
goes. ve hod meny discussions with my former suburbonite neighbors. They afl love the foct of the cows

out on the Brass, bui they Bave no idea oboul much elve, Why can'’t we let the consiamers have i%am
perceptions stond true? I think the disevssions regording how much dry matter or cows per aove will pull

the industry apart from the inside vut, I realize why the extra guontification was being puf forith. 1 just
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triely believe that hoving the cows oul on the grass when 1 is green and growing Is the most imporion
point. Let the individua] formers decide how much they wont lo graze 11 Not every organic former has fo
be a fidl fledged grazier. I never sow that in the Rule. ™

Reparding the third principle, promoting the development of organic dairy across the United Seates, this
must be paramount in any guidance statement to keep NOP in accordance with Section 6301, sub-section
{3y of the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990, (OFPAY which 1s:

“to facifitate infersiole commerce in fresh and processed fond that is organically produced .

In speaking with the original anthors of OFPA. it 15 clear that Section 6501 sub-section (3) was writien
with the mtent of making organic production grow and prosper across the country. To uphold this
purpose, and 1o realize the long-term promise of organic, it s bnperative that NOP rules and guidance
statements, vis-A-vis organic dairv, bo cstablished o promote the greatest possible growih and geographic
diversity of organic dairy production.

NOSE [ vestock Committes Recommendation for Guidance
Pasture Requiremenis for the Nations! Organic Program
March 2, 2005

Guidance for imterprefation of 708 238/ a2}

A. Orpanic Svsfom Plan

Regninant lvestock shall grave pasturs during the months of the yesr when pasture can provide
edibie forage.

ADD:

Agroed, with the important additional understanding that there is fremendous variability across the United
States i climate, soil and the natwre of pastrs. These differences creste tremmendous variability to the
definition of the term “the monihs of the year when pasture com provide edible forage.” The leagth of
time with edible forage varies greatly by region. For example, in Hastern Colorado the normal climate
and rainfall pattern provides about 45-60 days of significant edible forage in the absence of rigation,
Thus, for our region we would defing this 45-60 day period as the period of “edible forage” as deseribed
n the Guidance Statement. Other regions have more davs than this; many have fower davs, Because the
allotment of “edible forage davs™ varies so widely between regions, we believe the Guidance Statoment
should be modified w romove the arbitvary roquirement of 120 davs and replace 3t with langusge tha
allows certifiers 1o set the required dovs in thew particular chimate,  NOP males and gmdance should
always be made providing intorprotive fieedom so that organic system plans can be developed that are
workable in every LLE, climate and geography.

The Organic System FPlan shall have the goal of providing grazed Teed greater than 30% dry matier
intake on g daify basis during the growing season but not less than 120 days.

AOD:
There are four reasons why this section of the guidance statoment should not be implemented:

1. Animal health,

2. Difficulnes with messurement of Dry Mattor Intske (DM from graring,

3 *The 120 dav™ mguirement is arbitrary and conflicts with earlier language in the Guidance
Statement,

T« . .. . o
Dir. Hubert Karreman: Letier postad on hoogroaps.com Listserve; Aprif 12, 2008

L . " " . e —— . T . .
* Orgamie Foods Prodution Actof 1990 Section 6301 Purpeses, sub-section (3)
]
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4, Difficulties for most DS, orgame dadry farmers to meet the reguirement.

First, the proposed reguivement Tor 30% DMI for nof loss than 120 davs iz oot supportied by any
conclusive evidence lnking i with Bnproving, or even mainiaining, enimal health, In our reviow of the
Titerature, we have not soen peer-reviewed rescarch demonstmating that a milk cow with 30% DMI from
pasture is healthier than 2 milk cow with a different proportion of DMI from pasture in the diet. We have
also not found research documenting that animals on pasturg for 120 davs are healthier than animads on
pasture for difforont periods of time. Usnnl this research is wnderiaken i cannot be concluded that the
guidance statement will inprove animal health,

Second, the proposed 30% DMI requirement is nol measurable and will cmeate sovore implementation
difficulties for certifiors in wrms of ovaluating complisnce with the requirement.

In the Natonal Organic Program — Production and Handling — Proamble, Subpart O, there is an imporiant
section thal pertains 1o the messurable indicators used m the ovaloation of an Urganic System Plan. To
guote this section of the preamble:

et plon £ @ description of the methods used o evaluate its
nuihle for identifiing megsurable indicators (emphasis
how well thev are achieving the phjectives of the

“the third element of the orgosic svsi
effectiveness. Producers and handlers are resg
added bv AQDN tug can be used fo eveduoty
operation.

For measuring DMI on pasivre, the “messurable indicator” is a standardized sample of pasture (eg 1.0
sg. meter), collected daily, then dried and weighed, then calovlated as a percent of the overall digt of the
COW.

Unformately | there are sovers! probloms that mske i virisally mpossible o rocord a8 aocurate measurg
of this vpe. Among these problemy:

1. Variability of DMI comtent on an individual figld. Pastre ficlkds vary considerably in the natwre of
forage, due to soil type, soil compaction, soil temperature and percolation, sunny or shady
incation, and spocies of forage, to name st a fow. To measure DMI accurately would reqguire
multiple daily measurements across each field  We scrionshy doubt whether U35, organic dairy
farmers have the thme or resowrces available o adeguately perform this tash.

Absent this measurement, both farmers and cortifiers will be tempied to resort of guesswork in
order o oreate & numerical calculation o meet the reguirement.

2. Varigbiliy of DMI contenr by day and season. In most U5, climates and peographies, the growth
and DIMI content of forage varies dramatically by dav and scason.  As such, measurement of DM

wouid be reguired datly 1o provide sufficient and acowrate miormation.

3. Variahility of DM content by animal — weight, Hifestage. stace of lactation, mdividual factors,
Even if the DM content of the field & measured, one must add the high variability i feeding
patterns of the herd fisel — heavy vs, small, voung ve old, early vs. Inter Inctation, heavy “eaters”
vs. lighter eaters, cows which profor grazed feed vs drv forage, graing, oo, Maultiply these
natural variations by the sive of the herd, and the socurate messurement of the DM intake of the
herd from pasturs becomes viriually impossible.

* The MNations] Orgenie Program, Prohuction and Handling — Preamble, Subpart C — Organic Crop, Wild Crop,
sk, and handling Requirements.
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4, Calealation of wasted pasture due o damape by manure piles angd stepoing by the herd, This s
just an estimate, and therefore 4t will dirootly affect the wia! amount of edible forage calovlation
on & daily basis,

We sobenit that, given these many complex vanations, i will ot be possible for 2 farmer or 3 contifier to
measore DM acowrately, Thos, we do not soo an acouraie or workable wav to create the “measurable
mchicator” spoken of in the Freamble to fuifill the DMI percentage rogoirements of the guidance
decument.  Without this measwrable mdicator, it will not be possible o fulfill the NOP prnciple w0
“eviftie how well they are aohieving the oljectives of the operation.”

Third, the arbitrary selection of 120 days is sot backed up either with evidence regarding ammal health o
with any accommodation for the great variability in natoral pasture growth in different U S climates and
geographies. In the arca of animal health, the arbitrary selection of 120 days could aciually kead 1o a
redoction in health and body condition if the quality of pastire during those days is not suitable for he
nurrition and energy needs of the snimal, especially when combined with the equalbv-arbifran
requirement of 3% DM from pasture. In the aroa of climate, i i clear that many regions of the country
have substantial natural pasture Tor fewer than 120 davs. Forcing a high intake of nutrition from pasture
duriag times of sub-optimal plant growth could kead © sonous loss of sof and pasture health, The
wording of the suidance staloment noeds 10 be changed © accommodate these Iwo Importand principles.

Fowrth, many, if oot most, U5, organic dairy farmers will have difficulty meeting the requirement for
minimum 30% DM for not loss than 120 days. A number of farmers were previously under the
eyronoous impression that meeting $his reguivement wonld be “easy.” and ot the March 2005 NOSBE
meeting many verbal comments were made (o tus effect. Now, however, there is growing concom, oven
ameny those who proviously supported this requirement, that its implomoeniation won't be easy af all, bul
may in fact be quite difficult 1o achiove. A good sxample of this sentiment is the opinion of Dave Engel,
an experienced organic dairy farmer and Executive Director of the Midwest OUrganic Services Association
(MOSA)Y  In the transeript of the NOSE mesting on March 2, 2003, Mr Engel made the following
stgtoment:

“F did toke « bil of Hime here in the lost couple of doys fo wll with o couple of dairy farmers back in owr
areq, ong is certified By AUSA ond ome i certified by Oregon Tilth, they are hoth part of the origingl
several CROPP duiry firmers ond both of fhem, olong with my Jorm, are going o have chalfenges
meel the speclficity that 15 being puf Into the rule, mach less the specificily that s being talked obow, for
example, the mumber of cows per acre.”

In addition to Mr. Dogel and MOSA, a number of other leading certifiers have made comments at
meetings such as the Western Organic Dairy Producers Association {WODPA), held on April 1, 2008,
questioning two fundamentals of the proposed reguirement

ay the ability of Tarmers {o meod the reguirement.

b} the abibiyy of cortifiers to aconrately measure and evaluate compliancs with e requirement,

in conciusion. LUSIDIA showld not set up any systom. oither by rule or by pguidance, that purporis fo
promote animal bealth but is sot supported by a strong body of evidence; that lacks 5 mechanism for iis
fair and reasonable cvaluation; that disregards the high variability in natural pasture duration acrosy the
comniry; and that will bo Jdiffionl for 2 large porcent of LR organic dalry farmers to baplement
successfully.  Unless evalustion mechanisms and measursble mdicators can be developed for e
rafcuiation of DMI percentage. and addivional ovidence 15 provided demonstrating the animal and soll
acalth benefits of the proposal, wo rocommend not implementing this section of the guldance document,

4 o N — e T . , Py . -
Dave Engel Verbal compment to NOSR; March 2, 2685, Repvinted in MNOBE wmeeting transoript.




The Organic System Plan shall Inciude ¢ Hmeline showing how the producer will satisfy the goa!?
for maximiye the pasture component of fofal feed used in the farm system.

ADD

We agree that # s good © osiablish tmeiables and documeniation of pasture as part of the farm svstom,
However, we sugpest that the phrase “maximize the pasture component” be changed o “optimize the
pasture compoenent”  The reason for this recommendation is that maximum pasture, in certam
circumstances, could lead fo 2 roduction in oversll amimal health, romen health or body condiion, An
gxample of thos phenomenon mcolodes tmes when pasture grass 1s extremely moist and Jow m DML In
such conditions, Yorcing an overly lugh percent of pasture Torage m the diet would Jead to fiber mmbalance
and digestive disorders.  Anothor oxample is duning Hmes of diought, whon forcing an ovarly high
percent of pasiure would lead 1o soil and forage degradation. It is befier o use the word “optimize,”
because that word imphies that pasture foraze and other clemonis of the dist are managed by the frmer
under the guidance of the contifier and the farm plan 1o keep the overall svstem in balance for optimal
animal health, soil health and forage health,

For livestock operafions with ruminant animals, the operstion’s Organie System Flan shall
describe;

1} the amount of pasture provided per animal;

2} the average amount of ime that animals are grazed on a daily basis;

3} the porfion of the folaf feod requirement that will be provivied from pastire;

4} circumsisnees ynder which andmals will e femporarily confined;

5} the records that are maintained fo demonstraie complience with pastre reguirements.

AL

We agree with the lanpoage v numbered sections 124 and 3. For section 3, building on 0wy previous
commenis about the un-measurabibity of DM we do not think i 13 possible for farmors w© desoribe with
any accuracy the portion of the {ofal feed roguirement that will be provided from pasture.  Absent an
accurate measurement of pasture, farmers and certifiers will be lefl either to guesswork. A mesurement
based on pucsswork is nof beneficial to the organic svslem plan,  We recommend not implomenting
section 3 wntil thero is much greater clarity and agroement on exactly how farmers and certifiers will
mazke accurate caloulations,

8. Temporary Confinerment

Temporary confinement means the period of #me when rininant livesiock are denied pasture.
The lsngth of temporary confinement will vary eccording o the conditions on which i Iz based
{such as the duration of inclement woather} and Instences of femporgry confinpmant shall bo the
minimum time necessary. I no ceso shail femporary confinemend be sflowsed as a confinupus
production system. Al instances of temporary confinement shall be documented in the Organic
Bystem Plan and in records meintained by the operation.

AOD:
We agree with this language,

Temporary confinenen Is sifowed only In the foflowing situations:

1 During periods of inclement weather such as severe weather ocourring over a period of several
days during the growing season;

2} conditions under which the hesith, safely, or welibsing of an indivigua! andmal could be
jenpardized, inciuding o restors the health of an Individual ardmal or fo prevent the spresd of
dizease from an infected snimaf fo other snimals;

3i To protect soil or waler quaiity.
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AOD

We agree in general with this language, bat we have a concern sbowt potential conflicts between section 3
{profecting soil and water quality) and the requirement for 30% DM/ minimum 120 days. In times of
drought or stress, it is quife possibie {even likely) that the directive to profect soil and water quality will
Iead to 2 pasture managoment plant with loss than 30% DMI Fom pastare and/or fewer than 120 dayvs on
pasture. We are not sure how a farmer would resolve this conflict without falling out of compliance.

.

Appropriste pasture comnditions shell be determined in sccordance with the regional NRCS
Practive Standerds for Prescoribed Grazing (Code 528} for the number of animals in the Orgenic
System Flan,

AL

While we appland NOSB for looking at mechanisms that will allow for regional customization of dairy
farm plans, we regret that NRCS code 328, when applicd in combination with the other proposals in the
guidance statoment, is not currently m the best imterest of US. orgenic dalry farmers, especially those in
the Inter-mountam West,

1. Use of NRCS in cow-calf beel operations ve, dairy farms. T the inter-mountain West, NRCOS code 328
is used for cow-call beef operations but not for dairy.  In owr background research, we found that many
Colorado ranches pse NROS o manage soils across grazing rangclands, but to our knowledge, not 2
single dairy is in the program in Colorado.  As dairy operators, we are concerned that this section will
“force-f1” a Colorade program designed for manaping rangeland, where beel cattle roam for weeks or
months across many miles, and try to make it work for dairy farms, where animals stay within 2,560 i of
the barn and cycle fo and from the bam two or three times per day. The two Hvestock syvsioms — beef
cattle and dairy cows - are truly very different in nature. Grazing patterns are very different for beef
sattle on the open range vs. dairy cows on managed pasture. A sysiem designed for one won't necessarily
be applicable to the other.

2. No link betweon NRCS soil goals, NOP Cuidance Staterent goals, and dairy npirion reduiremeonts,
We see a verv difficult problem implanting NRCS code 528, while also &yving 1o meet the DMI and
pasturing requirements, all the while managing dairy cow nutrition and its special needs. NRCS code 328
prescribes grazing in mlation to soif and plant health byt does pot provide any Hok o dairy animal
nutrition.  We omphasize this problom because the nuirition needs of dairy cows are dramatically
different {and higher) than the nutrition needs of grazing boef cattle out on the range.  Furthermore,
NERLE code 328 has no mechanism for managing DM requirements.  Finally, NROCS code 528 doesn’t
Hnk to any prescribed davs on pashire dor example, 120 days). It's possible that the optimum program o
follow NRCS code 528 would lead o a systom rocommending fower than 120 days, or perhaps less than
30% DML Additionally, 1o our knowledpe NRCS code 528 has never been used in combination with any
program similar to the proposed NOP goidance ststement. We recommend not implementing NRCS cods
A28 at the same tme thal we are implanting ihe othor provisions of the guidance staterment.

Persons with guestions or conunenis should fool free 1o contact:

. Juan Velex Clark Drifomier

Drector of Farms Senior VP - Marketing
Agrora Urgamic Dalry Aurora Organic Dairy

1) 72864-6296 oxi 466 £y 720-564-6296 ext 103

B 9705354389 3y 720-304-0409
ANV AU ENEEARID Com clarkdmurorasoromug com
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